ABSTRACT Personal identity requires agentic mediation of overlapping social structures and categories; and further the maintenance of a coherent self across different life contexts. A central means of achieving/maintaining identity is through self-narratives and modes of discursive positioning. In this article, we examine the intersection of two key identity categories, gender and nationality, in the biographical accounts of two female friends (one English and one Irish). Both categories can be seen to structure the speakers' identities as particular types of people, and to interact in mutually defining ways. However, the speakers actively negotiate these structures and constraints to produce specific versions of themselves. While, on occasion, they invoke national (gender) stereotypes in constructing their identities, they both counter-position themselves in relation to gendered expectations within their respective national contexts. Drawing on selected extracts, we examine the discursive strategies through which they construct and maintain such identities across different biographical contexts.
INTRODUCTION
While the nature and formation of identity has been approached from a diversity of perspectives, scholars commonly highlight the need to mediate the social in terms of personal identity projects. That is, personal
European Journal of Women's Studies Copyright © 2004 SAGE Publications (London, Thousand Oaks and New Delhi), 1350-5068 Vol. 11(1): 45-60 DOI: 10.117/1350506804036962 identity is achieved through agentic negotiation of the social structures and constraints within which the individuals are located (see Woodward, 2000) . A central means of enacting these processes is through the everyday use of discourse, and in particular, the construction of various accounts and self-narratives. In constructing such accounts, people routinely draw upon existing macro-level discursive structures/meanings, while simultaneously negotiating these structures to produce situated and locally relevant positionings of self (Wetherell, 1998) . However, as a number of researchers have shown, people do not negotiate their identities anew on each occasion of speaking, but rather orient towards presenting and maintaining a coherent identity, across different contexts and accounts. Such coherence is necessary if the individual is to be understood as a viable social entity, and is effectively constituted through the mechanism of selfnarrative and autobiographical accounts (e.g. Craig, 1997; Giddens, 1991; Linde, 1993; Stapleton and Wilson, 2002) .
In this article, we examine the use of two key identity categories, gender and nationality, in the autobiographical accounts of two female friends. These categories can be seen to form mutually defining, yet negotiable, aspects of the speakers' identity constructions and selfunderstandings.
GENDER, NATIONALITY AND DISCURSIVE IDENTITY
Both individual and collective identities are located within a range of overlapping contexts and sociocultural categories, e.g. gender, class, race, nationality, age and ethnicity (e.g. Bhavani and Phoenix, 1994; Wilkinson, 1996) . Any expression of identity, then, involves the negotiation of an existing set of culturally defined labels, concepts and discursive positionings, thereby generating variable and contextualized constructions of the categories in question. A range of studies have demonstrated the ways in which people discursively formulate specific versions of both their gender identity (see collections by Bucholtz et al., 1999; Johnson and Meinhof, 1997; Kotthof and Wodak, 1997) , and their nationality (e.g. Hester and Housley, 2001, Wodak et al., 1999) .
As already indicated, however, identity is necessarily formulated within certain constraints (symbolic, material, discursive), which structure the nature of both subjectivity and self-presentation in the social world. Moreover, identity categories within this context are interdependent and mutually constraining, such that they cannot be fully understood in isolation from one another. My national identity is shaped by my gendered location within the national context; while my gender identity is at least partly defined by national and cultural conceptions of masculinity/femininity. Of course, gender and nationality are imbricated within a complex of other categories, such as race, ethnicity, class, political and religious beliefs, all of which converge to produce specific forms of identity and subjectivity (Anthias and Yuval-Davis, 1992; Lutz et al., 1995; Wilford and Miller, 1998; Yuval-Davis, 1997) . Keeping this in mind, we outline in the following some of the links between concepts of gender and nation, and in particular, the implications of these links for individual/group identities.
The Nation as Gendered
Throughout history, nations have frequently been ascribed 'feminine' or 'masculine' identities, together with associated characteristics and values (Blom et al., 2000; Stevens et al., 2000) . These encompass national images (e.g. 'Mother Ireland'), vocabulary (e.g. 'fatherland') and metaphors/ analogies (e.g. colonizer and colony as 'strong man' and 'weak woman', respectively; Stevens et al., 2000) . While it is not easy to measure the impact of these notions on contemporary national identities, McWilliams (1991) illustrates that historically gendered personifications of the nation can be effectively invoked for present-day political purposes.
Ethno-National Narratives
National identity, and indeed nationalist projects, commonly appeal to collective national memories and narratives of 'the nation'. Within such narratives, women and men are generally differentiated with respect to role, activities and location (in particular, public vs private spheres). Yuval-Davis (1997) describes the way in which the common identification of women with nature/the private sphere, and men with civilization/the public sphere is linked to their differential gendered positioning and status within national structures.
Conceptions of Femininity/Masculinity
The notion of gendered characteristics, i.e. what is 'manlike' and 'womanlike', is central to cultural and national ideologies (Best and Williams, 1998: 107) . Within any national context, however, such conceptions are shaped by a range of specific socio-historical factors; e.g. religion, cultural traditions, successive political regimes. In turn, these factors and expectations impact upon gender relations and the relative positions of women and men within the national context. For example, Yuval-Davis (1997) highlights the role of women as both biological and symbolic/cultural 'reproducers' of the nation, and the ways in which these concepts have structured women's obligations, rights and duties, as well as their subjectivities and experiences in different national contexts.
Citizenship, Rights and Duties
Connected to this ideological dimension is the formal allocation of citizenship rights and duties. Gender differentiation emerges across different national and institutional contexts (e.g. political, civil and social), and reflects the relationship of the individual to the state in question. Again, this relationship is likely to be influenced by both national ideologies, and the individual's particular location within these structures.
THE PRESENT STUDY
In this article, we are concerned with the way in which the categories of gender and nationality intersect in the identity constructions of the participants, and how these categories are negotiated to produce particular types of gendered/national identities. We are further concerned with the ways in which the participants maintain coherence of identity across different accounts of themselves and their life-stories. Our analytic framework is essentially discursive, in that we assume that people's identity constructions are simultaneously shaped by prevailing discourses/ cultural meanings, and locally negotiated to produce specific versions of self (see Wetherell, 1998) . Within this framework, we utilize a number of analytic concepts; discursive/identity positioning (the alignment adopted by the speaker within a particular discursive meaning structure); identity categories (the culturally available labels that speakers draw upon in their self-constructions); self-narrative/self-account (an account by the speaker of some aspect of herself or her autobiography).
The data comprise a series of extracts drawn from a discussion between two female participants. This discussion is itself drawn from a larger body of data, recorded and transcribed as part of a DPhil study, between August 1999 and February 2000. During this time, a small group of (five) female friends participated in a series of audio-recorded discussions, each of which was loosely focused on a particular topic (e.g. friendship, professional life, romantic relationships). However, while the main theme of each discussion was predefined, little attempt was made to control the subsequent trajectory of the conversation (indeed the researcher was only present during some of the recordings). Thus, the participants were free to explore and develop any themes which emerged from the general discussion(s). The primary aim of this research was to examine and compare the speakers' identity constructions across a range of topics and contexts. Thus at no point did it focus explicitly on nationality, although one or two of the discussions dealt with gender-related themes.
The discussion in question involved two of the study participants (Susan and Jenny), and was recorded in October 1999, in the absence of the researcher. At this time, both of the participants were full-time research (DPhil) students in the University of Ulster, in Northern Ireland. Susan (31 at the time of recording) originally came from a small town in Southern Ireland, and had been living in Northern Ireland for four years. After leaving school, she worked abroad for a number of years before coming to university. She was single at the time of the recording. Jenny (39 at the time of recording) originally came from a small town in the north of England, and had been living in Northern Ireland for nine years. Before beginning her research degree, she had worked (as a graduate) in Northern Ireland for a number of years. She was married at the time of recording.
The participants had been asked to discuss their general memories of adolescence; in particular their positive and negative experiences as adolescents. No further restrictions were placed on the interaction. As may be expected, the speakers wove in and out of different topics, and sometimes digressed significantly from the original theme of adolescence. Nonetheless, they periodically refocused on this theme, most frequently through linking references to their own experiences (as illustrated in Extract 1). The discussion lasted for approximately half an hour, during which time the participants produced a wide array of self-categorizations and identity constructions. The four extracts here have been selected as occasions on which one or other of the speakers made (explicit or implicit) reference to her own national context and/or nationality. In each of these cases, the speaker can be seen to simultaneously construct her gender/femininity within this context.
ANALYSIS
In their self-positionings as women, both speakers appear to utilize an emergent category of 'traditional' or 'conservative' femininity, constructed with reference to specific national categories. Moreover, in these extracts, both speakers present themselves (in various ways) as deviating from this traditional cultural category, and therefore from nationally specific idealizations of femininity. These processes are explored in more detail later.
Susan

Extract 1:
J: But I think it does usually end up that the woman, or wife or whatever, does end up just doing the household stuff anyway. Or most of it. And I don't know . . . is that somehow set up for us? You know? Like we were saying before, you were saying when you were younger, that you were expected to do the household stuff. Like cleaning, or whatever.
S: Oh yeah, definitely.
J: You know?
S: Yeah, but I mean, it does depend a lot on the family environment when you're young -I mean the Irish mother still has a lot to answer for. Like brothers were never asked to do anything round the house -no washing up, no cooking, no cleaning -nothing like that. But I mean it was never expected that they should. Whereas for me and my sisters . . .
J: You were expected.
S: Yeah But now -I mean I didn't do a hell of a lot either -I was never to be found when there was stuff to do around the house. But it was still expected that I should do it. You know?
In Extract 1, Susan and Jenny, having engaged in a discussion of marriage/domestic arrangements, have agreed that, regardless of work commitments, women still shoulder most of the responsibility for household chores. Jenny then questions whether this arrangement is 'set up' early in life, and in so doing refers to a previous conversation in which Susan had claimed that she and her sisters were expected to complete more domestic chores than her brothers. This reference is immediately ratified by Susan, who moreover, explicitly links the situation to 'the family environment'. Her use of personal experience is particularly effective in 'authenticating' this proposition (see Ochs and Capps, 1997; Potter, 1996) . In her account, Susan presents a context wherein traditional gender expectations are highly salient; where it is taken for granted that 'boys don't do housework'. The corollary of this is the acceptance of domestic chores as 'women's work', and hence the expectation that she (and her sisters) 'should' take responsibility for tasks such as cooking, cleaning and washing up. In this way, the family is constructed as an institution through which traditional conceptions of gender are (potentially) perpetuated.
What is additionally interesting here, is Susan's grounding of the family within a specific national context. Notably, she invokes the national stereotype of the 'Irish mother' (caricatured as ludicrously overindulgent and overprotective of her sons, such that the latter 'never grow up'); thereby locating traditional gender expectations within the national (Irish) context, and specifically within the institution of the Irish family. As Yuval-Davis (1997: 43) points out, gender relations often come to be seen as constituting the 'essence' of cultures and cultural transmission: 'The construction of "home" is of particular importance here . . . out of which a whole world view, ethical and aesthetic, can become naturalised and reproduced.' It is also significant that Susan explicitly constructs the actions of the Irish mother as blameworthy in this respect; i.e. she 'has a lot to answer for' in perpetuating the unequal distribution of domestic labour. Susan, however, presents herself as somebody who challenged, or at least did not conform to, this world view. She contends that she 'didn't do a hell of a lot either', and moreover, was (strategically) absent whenever such tasks were imminent. In this way, she constitutes an identity that is at odds with traditional gender expectations within the Irish family context, and is rendered meaningful in light of feminist discourses of the family as a site of patriarchal reproduction (e.g. McNay, 1992; Ochs and Taylor, 1995) . In their discussion of the use of 'family' concepts in everyday discourse, Holstein and Gubrium (1994: 237-9) suggest that the family itself does not represent a set of 'inherently meaningful domestic circumstances', but rather, 'a discursive "project" assembled to meet the interpretive demands of the situation at hand'. This notion is evidenced in Susan's use of the Irish family context as a grounding for her own identity construction as an Irish female.
In Extract 2 (which occurs at a later point in the discussion), Susan constructs a similar account of her adolescent self as somebody who refused to conform to the expectations of others. This account, however, is set in the context of school and education, and incorporates the central dimension of intelligence.
Extract 2:
S: Well, I think I, you know my classmates and me, were written off from day one. We were just seen as not worth bothering with, you know. Academically, or whatever. And then of course, we responded to that. We didn't try, and we caused trouble when we could, and that sort of thing. In this account, Susan describes her experiences as a pupil placed in a 'lower ability' academic group. She states that she and her classmates were effectively 'written off' by their teachers as academic failures, and goes on to describe the effect of this on their behaviour and orientation to school life; i.e. their lack of academic effort, and their propensity towards troublesome behaviour. She goes on to elaborate their unfair treatment within the school system in terms of forced subject choices considered appropriate for lower ability pupils. She also claims that, even today, she bears ongoing antipathy ('resentment') towards her former teachers. However, Susan, who came to university as a mature student, and is currently researching for a doctorate degree, can now speak from the position of somebody who has successfully challenged the prejudices of these teachers. In effect, this constitutes a 'heroic narrative' in that the protagonist battles against adverse elements to finally achieve victory/success, and in so doing, to prove her own worth (K.J. M. Gergen, 1994; Gergen and Gergen, 1993) . Thus, Susan, having overcome considerable odds to achieve her current academic success, openly flaunts this 'in the face' of her former teachers, deriving obvious pleasure from having resisted the role ascribed for her by her teachers.
While the central identity category here is that of intellectual ability and/or academic success, Susan's account also draws implicitly on gender-related themes within a particular national framework. In her (convent) school, she suggests that traditional domestic activities were counterpoised with academic success, such that domestic science was a compulsory course of study only for those of lower academic ability. Hence Susan was in a position where she was compelled to engage in these activities, while simultaneously, her academic ability was being denigrated/denied. The inextricable linking of these two processes is achieved through her representation of the school's ideology (i.e. that domestic science was appropriate for 'lower stream' students), and her own positioning within this ideology (i.e. 'that's all we were good for').
This account is implicitly set within the Irish national framework via Susan's unmarked references to 'the nuns' (rather than the school system itself) as the main perpetrators of the system, and consequently the focus of her current resentment. While it is evidently the case that 'nuns' are not a uniquely Irish phenomenon, there is a particularly close alliance between the church and state education in Ireland, and moreover a historical interweaving of religious and national identity. Both of these factors have been seen as influential in perpetuating traditional gender relations and, in particular, an 'ultra-conservative view of women' in Irish society (McWilliams, 1991: 84; see also Morgan and Fraser, 1995) . It is perhaps significant that Susan attended an all-girl convent school; without overinterpreting the data, it would seem unlikely that fewer academic male students would have been required to take domestic science as a compulsory course of study.
Here, Susan's flouting of the nuns' expectations challenges both their judgement of her intellectual ability, and also their expectation that she should focus on domestic activities and skills. In this way, she once again rejects the conventionally feminine realm of domesticity, and indeed had to be 'forced' to study domestic science. This identity construction involves not only a contestation of expectations about gender and academic ability, but the contestation of these within a specific national and institutional framework. Notably, in suggesting that the system may have changed since her schooldays, Susan uses the deictic reference 'there'. This marker specifically locates her account within the Irish educational context (see Billig, 1995) , rather than in the more general realm of schooling, or even convent schools. Finally this account is interesting in that there is no disjunction between the 'self-as-narrator' and 'self-asnarrated'; both are identically positioned with regard to the ideologies and practices of 'the nuns'. Indeed, Susan's most vehement indictment (that the nuns were 'evil bastards') is voiced from her current positioning as story narrator. This feature may be contrasted with Jenny's identity constructions which follow.
Jenny
Extract 3:
S: I must say, I hated my schooldays -I have no good memories of school. Although I suppose I did enjoy the social life in secondary school. I still hated school itself, but I had some good times, with my friends, and that sort of thing. So, I suppose in that way, secondary school was an improvement. You know?
J: Well, going to secondary school was quite traumatic for me, reallybecause my primary school had been so great, you see.
S: Really?
J: Yeah. It was in this really small, old-fashioned village -your classic English village I suppose. And we had this one teacher, who was really kind and (pause) nurturing almost. (pause) Anyway, I was scared stiff by the comprehensive -it was just a complete culture-shock! (laughs) There I was on the bus every morning -this really wimpy kid, with my ballet shoes, and my cookery basket, and afraid to talk to any of the other kids. You know? When I look back now, I just think 'what a wimp!' -it's no wonder I was so miserable there.
S: You just couldn't hack it. (laughs)
In this extract, Susan initially states that she has no good memories of her schooldays, before conceding that secondary school was 'an improvement' in light of the social life and friendships that she enjoyed there. Jenny's account of her own school experiences is in marked contrast to this, in that she found (at least the transition to) secondary school 'quite traumatic'. Although this transition forms the focus of her account, she spans three broad periods of her life here; her childhood, transition to secondary school/adolescence, and her current positioning as narrator of the story. The central transition, then, is from the safe, 'nurturing' base of primary school to the larger, and ultimately threatening, world of the comprehensive. Notably, the primary school is located within a specific national and cultural context: i.e. the 'classic English village'. In this account, such a setting invokes a range of values and meanings including certain conventional notions of gender (developed further later).
Given that this story is told in retrospect, there is also an evaluative component to the account which marks a sharp change in perspective between different life-phases (see Bamberg, 1997; Tappan, 1997) . In the first instance, Jenny presents her childhood self as totally immersed within, and aligned with, the primary school setting, finding the transition to a new environment frightening, even 'traumatic'. This alignment (i.e. with 'the classic English village') is implicitly linked here, with a conventional mode of femininity; vividly invoked via the imagery of 'ballet shoes' and 'cookery basket'. Jenny's current position as mature narrator, however, allows her to evaluate the issue from a different perspective (see Imbens-Bailey, 1997) . She can be seen to denigrate her childhood self, and in so doing, to challenge the version of femininity to which she formerly subscribed. Her repeated use of the term 'wimp' in relation to this image, and the final evaluative component in which she blames her former self for her unhappy experiences at secondary school, work to conflate such conventional femininity with personal weakness and/or timidity. Nonetheless, in her attempts to explain her predicament ('it was just a complete culture-shock') there are overtones of sympathy, and some appeals to external environment and circumstance as sources of discomfort.
This account, then, while centrally focused on a life transition, invokes both gender and national cultural categories. Jenny's construction of her childhood self is both conventionally feminine and explicitly located within the English national context. The 'classic English village' invokes a particular version of Englishness, together with an attendant set of features and values, e.g. rural, traditional, safe, middle-class (see Storry and Childs, 1997) . In this context, Jenny's conventional 'girly' femininity works to produce a specific version of national gendered identity. Moreover, despite the disjuncture between 'self-as-narrator' and 'self-asnarrated', her highly positive evaluation of her primary school displays a continuing alignment with some aspects of this traditional, safe environment.
In Extract 4, Jenny discusses a later period of her adolescence, again drawing on national, cultural and gender categories to construct her own identity.
Extract 4:
S: Yeah, we used to drive my poor mother mad. She just gave up, I think, because she knew we were just going to go out anyway. J: Well, I mean, we couldn't have been more than 14 or so -and it was completely innocent. I mean we'd walk up the street holding hands, and that was about it. But I remember once my dad saw me with him, and he just flipped. (pause) You know, it just wasn't the thing that nice girls did, I suppose. And what would the neighbours say, et cetera. I mean we had moved to this very middle-class area, and people were really snobby and strait-laced -you know -real 'Queen and country' types. So I suppose he was afraid they'd form the 'wrong impression' of me. (pause) God, I must have really scandalized them later on (laughs).
In this extract, Jenny and Susan have been discussing parental restrictions on their adolescent social lives. Following Susan's description of being found 'on the wall' with boyfriends, and her claim that they weren't 'up to much', Jenny offers an account of her own first romance. From the outset, she is keen to highlight the 'innocence' of this liaison. In contrast to Susan, her meetings with her boyfriend did not take place in the middle of the night. She goes on to claim that the couple were 'completely innocent', exemplified in the scenario of their walking up the street holding hands. The focus of this account, however, is on the judgements and perceptions of others. Despite the chaste nature of the relationship, Jenny claims that her father did not see this as appropriate or acceptable behaviour, and consequently 'flipped' when he saw her with her boyfriend. This reaction is explained in terms of the potential perceptions of their neighbours, who, it is to be assumed, would also have found Jenny's behaviour unacceptable.
The disproportionate nature of these judgements when viewed against the innocent nature of the relationship is the central focus of this account. However, in her construction of the situation, Jenny again draws upon both gender and national, as well as class-related, categories and meanings. Significantly, her father's displeasure is framed in terms of gender prescriptions; specifically those applied to 'nice girls'. Again, without overinterpreting the data, it may be suggested that her boyfriend would not have been subject to the same moral requirements as Jenny herself. The concept of 'nice girls' is also closely linked to notions of social class. Given that morality judgements are frequently linked to a woman's standing in society (Gordon, 1997; Walkerdine, 1996) , the 'nice girl' paragon incorporates the mutually defining dimensions of sexual morality and social status. Thus, Jenny describes the 'middle-class area' in which she lived and her father's concern to maintain a favourable impression with their neighbours. The 'middle-class' category itself is here located within the English national context, explicitly invoked in Jenny's characterization of her neighbours as 'Queen and country types'. In deploying this descriptor, she not only appeals to national consciousness via her reference to the monarchy (see Billig, 1995) , but also invokes national stereotypes of class consciousness ('snobby') and emotional repression ('strait-laced'). This firmly locates her account within a specifically English context, while also encompassing dimensions of gender, class and morality.
Jenny's own identity is constructed within this context as inadvertently transgressing prevailing expectations of (gendered) behaviour. However, she is not presented as actively challenging these ideologies. It is interesting to compare Jenny's narrator alignment in this account with that of going to secondary school. Here, despite some wry amusement at the 'innocence' of her romantic liaison, she refrains from evaluating (or indeed ridiculing/denigrating) her former self. There is hence less distance between narrator and narrated in this account, although Jenny implies that her behaviour subsequently became far more transgressive; i.e. she 'must have really scandalized them later on'. In this way, Jenny constructs an identity that is both rooted within a particular national and gendered context, while simultaneously challenging the expectations of this context in a progressively agentic manner.
DISCUSSION
The data here illustrate the deployment and intersection of gender and nationality as identity categories in a relatively unstructured discussion between two female friends. It is worth reiterating that neither of the participants was explicitly orienting to the 'national' or 'gendered' dimensions of her identity as part of the research context (see section 'The Present Study'). Nonetheless, these categories emerged at several points in the discussion, thereby illustrating that they constitute both structuring and constructive identity resources. On the one hand, they provide a particular set of subject positions (e.g. an Irish woman, a convent schoolgirl, a middle-class English girl); while on the other, a set of labels and categories to be drawn upon and negotiated in the course of telling one's story. Edwards (1998: 32) points out that such categories typically 'function as a way of locating someone as a member of some group or another, and that group membership can be invoked and deployed for local, "personal" business'. In constructing their identities, both Jenny and Susan interweave their gender and nationality, together with categories such as social class, religion, family, schooling, sexuality and morality. These categories, then, are closely connected, indeed mutually defining, in terms of the women's past and present self-constructions. Interestingly, both participants appear to invoke (particular aspects of) their national contexts as embodying or perpetuating traditional/conservative versions of femininity and/or gender relations. In constructing their own current identities, they typically position themselves outside, or in opposition to such gender ideologies. Hence each woman's identity is gendered and located within a national collective, but is simultaneously resistant to (what she constructs as) the gender ideologies of this collective.
As suggested earlier, both speakers also display an orientation towards maintaining a coherent identity in their accounts. While the extracts presented here are clearly limited in scope and representativeness, it is possible to suggest some of the mechanisms by which this is achieved. With respect to gender identity, for example, Susan presents a consistent refusal to conform to traditional expectations, whereby narrator and narrated speak almost as one. Jenny, on the other hand, presents a changing identity across the life trajectory; from initial alignment with conventional conceptions to a subsequently more 'rebellious' or nonconforming position. This engenders more distance between narrator and narrated than in Susan's accounts. Of course, such observations, based solely on the extracts presented here, cannot be taken as definitive aspects of Susan's or Jenny's life-story. Rather, they suggest some of the discursive mechanisms through which coherence is achieved in personal identity constructions within situated contexts. In their analysis of the life narratives of New Zealand immigrants to Britain, Taylor and Wetherell (1999: 41) observe that 'The shape precedes the content, the events are selected and fitted into their places.' Similarly, Jenny and Susan draw on nationality, gender and other categories in order to give meaning to personal life events; and in so doing, to construct and maintain particular versions of their identities -as an English woman and an Irish woman, respectively. The authors would like to thank the editorial staff and reviewers of European Journal of Women's Studies for their insightful comments and constructive advice on this article.
